Diet is one of the milestones for a healthy body and mind. Jean Anthelme Brillat-Savarin meant that when he wrote his famous sentence in 1825. However, even before 1825, the perception of the significant impact of a correct diet on our life was driving forward the search for the best dietary pattern. In the contemporary age, this quest has led to the proliferation of studies on specific nutrients, food groups and dietary pattern and their association with risk of heart failure, risk of stroke, risk of myocardial ischaemia, risk of cardiovascular diseases in general: to add references here would indeed mean never to end this editorial! It is enough to be reminded of the importance of what we eat and that this has such a high impact on cardiovascular risk, and the pieces of evidence are so many that a healthy diet is included in both American and European guidelines and recommendations, [1] [2] [3] [4] with a quite detailed explanation of what a healthy diet is. In particular, they refer to the Mediterranean diet, which, as recently demonstrated, 5 combined with an active lifestyle has a synergistic inverse association with cardiovascular disease, the perfect recipe for immortality. 6 Taking into account these considerations the question is: did we really need another meta-analysis on dietary components such as the one of Kwok and colleagues? 7 Yes, we did. One of the major reasons is not a scientific one (those I will list later): it relies on a contemporary debate that is well-known to those that are familiar with social media. Anyone who is not familiar with Twitter may not be aware that Kwok and colleagues are quite popular on it. In particular, the senior author of the meta-analysis, Mamas Mamas, and the second author, Martha Gulati, can boast altogether more than 30,000 followers on Twitter, not only for their outstanding work in cardiovascular research, but also for their opposite views on healthy diet, Mamas and Gulati being, respectively, meat and vegetable supporters. This difference in points of view has been the object of such a great number of discussions, jokes, pictures, pools, selfies and photos with the carrot in all its forms every day on Twitter (all traceable under the hashtag #carrotsquad) that, yes, we needed further evidence on which food is the best. Also, we needed to have it provided by the protagonists of this amusing Twitter saga.
Kwok and colleagues systematically reviewed and meta-analysed the risk associated with each component of diet within its food group. A total of 3011 studies were reviewed. They included only meta-analyses; therefore, to ensure the quality of data, they applied a modified version of the quality of evidence grading used by Grosso et al., 8 which takes into account the type and number of studies in the meta-analysis, the presence of heterogeneity and the potential for confounding. To further ensure the quality of data, the authors also checked the risk of bias, where available, on each included review. With such a rigorous method, only 16 reviews for all-cause mortality and 17 reviews for cardiovascular diseases were included in the study, to give insights on dietary exposure and outcome. The results suggest that many dietary components appear to be beneficial for cardiovascular disease and mortality, including grains, fish, nuts and vegetables. Processed meat and tinned fruit appear to be harmful. Moreover, many fruits and vegetables which are presumed to be beneficial as a group actually lack robust evidence of cardiovascular benefit.
The study comes with a total of seven tables (five available in the appendices) and three figures (one in the appendices). The two main figures, in particular, are worthy of note as they have the great value of showing at a glance all the results of the study and allowing a rapid check of the association of each food item with either the risk of all-cause mortality or of cardiovascular risk. The meta-analysis, as with all meta-analyses, has several limitations, all enumerated by the authors, who also list the number of papers supporting each result, without hiding how small this number sometimes is. However, the study has two great merits: 1) to summarise in one single report all the evidence for each food item; 2) to evaluate a dose-response relationship for many food items. The study contains a substantial number of meaningful data, some of which seem worthy of specific mention, also considering the two cited different points of view of the authors.
Consumption of vegetables is highly recommended for their beneficial effects on health and cardiovascular disease. However, the benefits vary widely, ranging from no benefits to a 40% relative risk reduction depending on the statistical adjustment for outcome and confounding factors, such as economic status and whether cooked or not.
9,10 Kwok et al. find a reduction in both all-cause mortality and cardiovascular disease by the consumption of green leafy vegetables/salad, cooked vegetables and cruciferous vegetables. However, as they highlight in the tables provided, if we go deeper we will find that the real benefits come just from green leafy vegetables/salad, which have a total of 12 supporting studies (seven for all-cause mortality and five for cardiovascular diseases), a total sample size of 773,233 and also a high quality of evidence, whilst root, cooked and cruciferous vegetables have a low number of supporting studies and limited quality of evidence.
Meat represents an important source of protein and micronutrients such as zinc, iron and vitamin B12. However, the current guidelines on hypertension and on cardiovascular diseases recommend a low intake of red meat, based mainly on a review. 11 Kwok et al. provide further support to this recommendation, reporting a harmful association of red meat with cardiovascular disease and a small benefit for mortality, this regardless of gender, as shown in the Supplemental Material.
Among beverages, it is interesting to note that Kwok et al. report with a high quality of evidence that green tea reduces the risk of both all-cause mortality and cardiovascular disease, regardless of gender. This may appear unsurprising considering that green tea has antioxidant and anti-atherosclerosis effects; however, the associations between green tea consumption and clinical outcomes are inconsistent. 12, 13 In this contradictory context, further evidence of a beneficial effect of such a popular beverage is reassuring and welcome as it allows us to continue to drink tea with a sweet chocolate biscuit: based on 12 studies, Kwok and colleagues report also a beneficial association between chocolate and cardiovascular disease, with a doseresponse effect.
What about the carrots so beloved of Martha Gulati on Twitter? They have a neutral effect on both mortality and cardiovascular disease, though based on just one study.
In conclusion, from their meta-analysis, it seems that Mamas should surrender to Gulati and admit an overall more beneficial effect of vegetables compared with meat. However, as the authors outline among the limitations of the study, many reviews included in the analysis had only limited evidence because there were fewer than four studies included. Therefore probably the next step of this friendly #carrotsquad fight may be a prospective study. In the meantime, as Mamas has apparently lost the fight (but not the war), he should pay off the bet and offer a drink to Gulati. According to their meta-analysis, a reduction in mortality and cardiovascular disease is reported in the highest, compared with the lowest, alcohol consumers.
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